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Abstract 
Site analysis is one of the most important steps of architectural design process. It is common as routine that 
architectural students in design studio go to the site in which the project is going to perform. Therefore site analysis 
plays a significant role in architectural education process. It implies that more students know about the site, more 
fruitful their design will develop. This paper is to examine if site analysis affects creativity and functionality of 
architectural design or not.  
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1. introduction 
Literature review of the paper shows that site analysis has a lot to do with creativity and creation of architectural 
students. Regarding to the literature review the main hypothesis of the research is: if students start design process 
from the site and spend more time on site analysis then their creativity and functionality response in design process 
will develop more than conventional types of architectural education. Research team established a comprehensive 
study on the case to examine the main hypothesis of the research. The students of bachelor of architecture, design 
studio III, categorized in two groups: case and control. 1- Case: The case group is from among students which 
concentrated on site and spend more time on site analysis stage in design process. 2- Control: The control group is 
from among students which pursue conventional types of architectural education which spend only a little time on 
site analysis stage in design process.  
 
2. Research Questions and Inference Mechanism 
2.1. Research Questions  
x What are the effects of site analysis on creativity during design process? 
x What are the effects of site analysis on functionality during design process? 
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2.2. Research Method 
The selected research method for the paper is quasi-experimental research method. In which the class of design 
studio III selected as case study randomly from among architectural design studio classes in architectural schools in 
Tehran. There are two Tests to answer two questions which are mentioned before.  
 
 
3. Site and Design Process 
There is an acquisitive relation between an object and its context. It means that when the successors face the 
context of the object they should get the meaning and the purpose of each object by themselves. They can increase 
their experience gradually by facing with more situations. Eventually they will achieve comprehensive knowledge 
about every object around them and its environment. Thus the environment can be controlled by this recognition. 
(Grütter, 1987) Each object can get its meaning by connecting to its environment and when the environment changes 
the meaning also becomes different.  
The issue will come into focus when it’s considered in architecture. A building integrated with its site during the 
time. So it can be perceived that how significant and unavoidable is the role of site during designing process. Mario 
Botta explains the relation between architecture and site: “Each architectural work has its particular context, in the 
other words it can be named site. The relation between architecture and site is mutual influences and remain 
constantly.” There is an example which Rudolf Arnheim expresses it: “Looking at a monument which is moved to 
another site is caused confused feelings for the addressees.” The character of a building will be formed by different 
factors, but the most important factor is mutual relation with site. For example it should be coordinated with 
topology, texture, climate and etc. (Grütter, 1987) the most important role of architecture in its site is to highlight 
specific zones and to emphasize organic construction of the site. 
4. The role of site analysis in educational process in architecture and creativity 
Creativity is a basic concept in all areas of designing and educational process. Accurate recognition and 
definition of this word can lead us to better understanding of creativity and successful design process. According to 
Lawson’s viewpoint, in creative arts, including designing, the important thing is creation of an object which others 
can experience it, besides its originality and uniqueness. (Lawson, 1989) In Omar Faruque’s sight, creativity is 
presentation of an exclusive and more adequate answer for a specific problem. (Faruque, 1984, p. 154) In the other 
words creativity is an ability to find a new solution which better respond to the needs and problems than previous 
ones. 
Each design process will be ended up with creation. If design process was creative the result would be creative 
and unique in its kind. During formation of architectural works, creative thoughts will result in external 
phenomenon. The basics of creativity and its source is a challenging subject which our beliefs to them specify our 
approach to architectural educational process. (Mahdavinejad, 2005) The different definitions of creativity based on 
their approaches and practical conclusions can be divided into four categories which will be as follow: (Rhodes, 
1961) 
4.1. Creativity based on creative person 
In this approach, personal temperaments, attitudes, characters will be brought into focus and the teachers try to 
utilize them to provide an opportunity for students during educational process.  
4.2. Creativity based on knowing (brain process) 
In this approach, brain process of creative person will be considered. Successors of this approach believe in 
“creative action”. They try to teach this method and make it as an innate ability in students and prepare them for 
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creating in different areas. In this approach creative motivation and relation between learning, thought and 
perception creates the educational program core. 
4.3. Creativity based on doing 
In this approach continuity and insistence play a significant role in achieving creativity. The theorists of this 
method state that when a person does repetitive actions frequently, the next ones unconsciously will reform than 
previous ones.  
4.4. Creativity based on environment 
 In this approach, environment, conditions, atmosphere and site of architectural works will be considered. The 
successors of this opinion emphasize that experiencing the environment and the site are the significant factors for 
creating in architecture.  
According to the last category, cumulative learning process will happen by remaining in desired environment. It 
means that if a person visited the environment and perceived the spaces, he would unconsciously begin to create. 
The main goal of this research is to evaluate the influence of site analysis in creativity of the students and their 
design process. (fig.1) 
 
5. Case Studies  
In this study, two groups were examined. The first group is the “case” group which had more focus and attention 
toward understanding the site and the second group is the “control” group which has less focus and attention toward 
understanding the site. 
After studies conducted on student projects, four teachers separately scored the student projects which two of 
these teachers were familiar with students and their work while the other two never met the students. The projects 
were scored regarding to two perspectives which were considered as the bases of leading two Tests. At First stage, 
teachers scored the students’ projects for their creativity. It stands for the scores of projects to show the level of 
creativity which has been showed in design process of the projects. These scores of this Test were written in the 
table 1 under the title of Test I. At the Second stage, the projects were scored regarding to functionality response. It 
stands for the grade of projects to show the quality of design to meet functional requirements. The results were 
written in the table 1 under the title of Test II. 
Fig 1.  Different aspects of creativity and position of environment 
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The final score of these ten groups were obtained based on the judgment of teachers and this score will be 
discussed and examined. The final score is average of Test I and Test II, which has been listed under the title of Test 
III. In which Test III-Case = (Test I-Case + Test II-Case)/2 & Test III-Control = (Test I- Control + Test II- 
Control)/2.  
 
6. Data Description  
Test I is based on scores of creativity in architectural design. As it was explained before, in Test I the creativity of 
the students in their projects were evaluated and graded. Test I shows some meaningful data which may lead the 
paper to some helpful conclusions. The average of Test I in column of case is 17.281. The maximum score in case 
group of Test I is 18.46 which is higher than control group in which the maximum is 18.05. The minimum score of 
case group in Test I is 15.89 and in control group is 15.37. The average score of the students in this Test shows that 
the case group which commenced the designing with site analysis were more successful than control group which 
paid little attention to site. 
Test II is based on scores of functionality in architectural design. In Test II adequate functional response to 
subject of the project were considered and assessed. The average score of Test II in column of case is 17.765 which 
is higher than control group in which the average is 17.538. The maximum score in case group is 18.61and in 
control column is 18.38. The minimum score of case column is 16.02 which is higher than control column with the 
score of 15.67. 
The efficiency score derived from subtraction of case and control in each Test that means the impact of site 
analysis on the efficiency of architectural design. Therefore Eff.(Test I) = Ave.(Test I-Case) – Ave.(Test I-Control). 
Our calculation shows that the efficiency score of Test I is 0.396 (1.98 Percent Efficiency). And it shows that the 
efficiency score of Test II is 0.227 (1.135 Percent Efficiency). The comparison of the efficiency of two Tests shows 
that site analysis has a lot to do with creativity rather than functionality. Our studies show that the case group which 
started with site analysis achieved more appropriate results in both Tests rather than the control group 
Table 1. The scores which gathered regarding to Test I and Test II 
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7. Conclusion 
Site analysis is seriously considered as an premative step for designing. Architectural education with accentuation 
on site studies will lead to more creative and adequate functional response. This hypothesis can be proved by 
comparing Test I and II which indicate that the students who began with site analysis and spent more time on it has 
made more successes in architectural design especially in creativity and functionality. The result of the study shows 
that the case shows great achievements in functionality as well as creativity. But it is so important to notice that site 
analysis impacts functionality of architectural design more efficiently in comparison with creativity. It seems that 
site analysis step cannot change the level of creativity strongly however it affects the creativity of architectural 
design meaningfully.  
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